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May 7, 2009     sent via email to: 
      OkaWen-Travel-Management@fs.fed.us 
Bob Stoehr, Interdisciplinary Team Leader 
Travel Management Planning Team 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
Headquarters 
215 Melody Lane 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Re: Notice of intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for wheeled motorized 
travel management in the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
 
Dear Bob Stoehr: 
 
The Wilderness Society (TWS) submits the following comments on the notice of intent 
(NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) associated with wheeled 
motorized travel management in the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. We appreciate 
the opportunity to work with the Forest Service to create a travel management plan that 
protects natural resources, minimizes user conflicts, and establishes an affordable, safe, 
ecologically sustainable, and enforceable motorized route system. 
 
The Wilderness Society, Recreation, and the North Cascades 
Founded in 1935, The Wilderness Society is one of the nation’s oldest and largest not for 
profit conservation organizations. Our mission is to protect wilderness and inspire 
Americans to care for our wild places.  Toward this end, we work in partnership with local 
communities, businesses, conservation organizations and local citizens to find solutions for 
the preservation and stewardship of our national public lands. Representing more than 
400,000 members nationwide and more than 6,000 members in Washington state, TWS has 
long been involved in land management issues on the Okanogan-Wenatchee National 
Forest.   
 
Our organization believes in the deep connections between people and place forged by 
recreation on public lands. Americans, and others, can enjoy the wild parts of our national 
landscape in myriad ways while at the same time assuring their protection.  Existing roads 
have long offered plentiful opportunities to explore national parks and other cherished 
places. Hiking, biking, and pack trails lead to favorite picnic spots, fishing holes, hunting 
grounds, climbing areas, and camp sites. And at the wild heart of our nation, wilderness 
offers some of the most remote and profound of primitive recreational experiences. 
 
Opportunities for these kinds of adventures have been a cherished American birthright since 
before the founding of the republic, and are among the most compelling reasons we work to 
protect the public lands. The founders of the National Wilderness Preservation System were 
invoking this birthright when they defended public lands as sanctuaries not only for wild 
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creatures and untrammeled ecosystems, but for human beings seeking beauty, inspiration, 
challenge, and renewal.   
 
The Pacific Northwest Region of TWS has launched an initiative to focus attention on the 
North Cascades. This landscape stretches from I-90 on the south to the Canadian border and 
from Puget Sound to the eastern extent of the watersheds draining off the Cascade crest, 
including much of the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest.  The Wilderness Society and 
its partners envision the North Cascades as a celebrated national treasure, where recreational 
opportunities are enhanced and well-planned, where local communities are vibrant and 
sustainable and where this unique landscape is preserved for generations to come. 
 
This vast, largely intact ecosystem is capable of supporting healthy populations of wide-
ranging wildlife.  It has the highest concentration of glaciers in the continental U.S., and the 
clear, cold rivers fed by those glaciers contribute much of the fresh water that flows into 
Puget Sound to the west and the Columbia River to the east. These river systems support 
populations of endangered wild salmon, provide water for people and agriculture, and yield 
hydroelectric power that supports a significant element of the region’s economy. The North 
Cascades also boast some of the best wildland recreation the Pacific Northwest has to offer. 
Additionally, this region is facing challenges associated with increasingly expanding human 
populations and global climate change.  For these reasons, TWS currently has a long-term 
dedication to the North Cascades region which includes a vision of a landscape where 
protected wildlands sustain vibrant and healthy human and natural communities including 
through well-planned and enhanced recreation. 
 
US Forest Service Travel Management Planning 
We agree with former Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth that unmanaged off-road vehicle 
(ORV) use is one of the “ four key threats”  affecting our nation’s forests and should be “one 
of the highest priorities for the agency.”  Unmanaged ORV use has resulted in unauthorized 
roads and trails, increased soil compaction and erosion, increased sedimentation, water 
quality degradation, the spread of noxious weeds, increased fire risk, damage to cultural 
resources, habitat destruction and fragmentation, increased disturbance to sensitive wildlife, 
and conflict among users. Consequently, we strongly support the goals of the agency to 
prohibit widespread cross-country travel and to designate roads, trails, and areas for ORV 
use.  
 
We are concerned, however, that the proposed action fails to address fully the continuing 
impacts associated with certain motorized routes in the current transportation system as 
required by Subpart A of the Travel Management Rule. The proposed action, for example, 
continues to allow motor vehicle use in ecologically and socially important Inventoried 
Roadless Areas and in eligible and recommended Wild and Scenic River corridors.  
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It is important to note that the Travel Management Rule1 (Subparts A and B) which drives 
the proposed action “addresses all motor vehicle use on National Forest System (NFS) 
roads, on NFS trails, and in areas on NFS lands, from passenger cars to ATVs to 
motorcycles.” 2 We believe that the planning process will benefit from more thorough Travel 
Analysis3 and consideration of impacts associated with the existing road and trail system. 
The current proposal focuses too much on analyzing the potential impacts of providing 
increased motorized recreation opportunities across the Forest whether it be opening 
currently closed NFS roads, allowing motorized mixed-use roads, or designating user-
created routes and not nearly enough on assessing the environmental and social impacts of 
existing system routes.  Despite maintaining about 5,085 miles of road open to highway 
legal, motorized vehicles, the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF proposes to scale the tremendous 
road system back by only 6 miles offering a proposed action that consists of 5,079 miles of 
road. Likewise, the Forest currently maintains 1,160 miles of motorized trails and is 
proposing to increase this by 22.4 miles. The total motorized route system that is open to the 
public is about 6,245 miles which, if lined up end to end, could take a person from Seattle to 
Orlando and back. We feel that the existing motorized route density in the Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest far exceeds the minimum necessary for access and recreation, is 
unsustainable, and unaffordable. Yet, motorized recreation opportunities are greatly 
expanding by allowing motorized mixed-use.  
 
Should a conservation community alternative be presented to the Forest Service, we request 
that it be analyzed as a separate alternative in the upcoming Draft EIS. In addition, we have 
made suggestions to improve the purpose and need statement and identified various issues 
for consideration in the environmental analysis of your proposal. We welcome the 
opportunity for continuing collaboration with the Forest Service to create an 
environmentally and fiscally sustainable travel system that meets the needs of both 
motorized and non-motorized recreationists without compromising the integrity of the land. 
 
I . Purpose and Need 
 
We are concerned that the purpose and need statement is not sufficient set up a proper and 
complete analysis. In our view, travel planning must evaluate and address the 
environmental, social, and cultural impacts associated with unauthorized routes and 
currently designated roads, trails, and areas, as identified through Travel Analysis. Travel 
Analysis should form the basis for the proposed actions and purpose and need statements in 
the subsequent NEPA process.4 In addition, analyzing impacts to ecological and cultural 

                                                 
1 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service; Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor 
Vehicle Use; Final Rule; Vol. 70, No. 216, Nov. 9, 2005 (36 CFR §§ 212, 251, 261, and 295). 
2 Travel Management Final Rule, Federal Register, Vol. 70, No. 216, November 9, 2005, Public Comments on 
Proposed Rule and Department Responses (page 68272). 
3 The process for completing Travel Analysis is described in Forest Service Manual and Handbook text which 
was released in December 2008 as part of the final directives for implementing the Travel Management Rule. 
4 “Travel analysis informs decisions relating to administration of the forest transportation system and helps to 
identify proposals for changes in travel management direction.”  Forest Service Manual section FSM 7712. 
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resources across the entire transportation system is a critical factor in determining the 
“minimum road system” as envisioned by 36 CFR 212.5 (b)(1)5 and the recent finalized 
directives for implementing the Travel Management Rule.6 The purpose and need statement 
should be clearer on these points. 
 
We recommend that you adjust the purpose and need statement, as follows, to reflect more 
accurately the intent of the Travel Management Rule and the purpose of travel planning. 
 
We have identified the following needs for this proposal: 
 
• the need to eliminate cross-country travel and move to a system of designated roads, trails, 
and areas consistent with the Travel Management Rule and the Executive Orders7  on use of 
off-road vehicles on public lands; 
 
• the need to address degradation of environmental, social, and cultural resources associated 
both with user-created routes and currently designated roads, trails, and areas, as identified 
through Travel Analysis;8 
 
• the need to—by way of a science-based analysis—“identify the minimum road system 
needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of 
National Forest System lands”  and identify roads that are “no longer needed to meet forest 
resource management objectives and that, therefore, should be decommissioned or 
considered for other uses, such as for trails” ;9 
 
• the need to provide opportunities for motorized and non-motorized recreation within the 
carrying capacity of the land (minimizing damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, cultural 
sites, and other resources of the public lands; and minimizing harassment of wildlife or 
significant disruption of wildlife habitats);10 
 
• the need to adjust both the core transportation system and recreation travel network in light 
of funding limitations for maintenance, monitoring, and enforcement;11 and 
 
                                                 
5 “For each national forest, national grassland, experimental forest, and any other units of the National Forest 
System (§ 212.1), the responsible official must identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient 
travel and administration, utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands.”   
6 Federal Register Vol. 73, No. 237, Tuesday, December 9, 2008: Travel Management, Forest Service Final 
Directives, Forest Service Manual 2350, 7700, and 7710 and Forest Service Handbook 7709.55. 
7 Executive Order 11644 § 1 (1972) as amended by Exec. Order 11989 (1977) – Use of Off-Road Vehicles on 
Public Lands. 
8 Forest Service Manual (FSM) 7703.13 (2) “Use travel analysis conducted at an appropriate scale, to ensure 
that decisions to designate trails for motor vehicle use consider environmental, social, and economic impacts 
and to preserve areas of opportunity on each administrative unit for non-motorized recreational experiences.”  
9 36 CFR § 212.5 (b) (1) and (2), respectively. 
10 36 CFR § 212.55 (b) 
11 36 CFR § 212.55 (a) 
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• the need to address public safety concerns, user conflicts, private property rights, lost non-
motorized recreational opportunities, and impact to natural soundscapes and air quality that 
have arisen or might be expected to arise given recent trends in motorized use.12 
 
 
I I . Best Management Practices 
 
We request that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest use Wild Utah Project’s and 
Wildlands CPR’s “Best Management Practices for Off-Road Vehicle Use on Forestlands - A 
Guide for Designating and Managing Off-Road Vehicle Routes”  in formulating the travel 
management planning alternatives (note the endorsing introduction by Jim Furnish, former 
Deputy Chief in the Clinton administration).  We would like you to adopt these BMPs in 
your travel planning, as we believe they provide the most comprehensive approach to travel 
planning that exist.  Where alternatives are proposed that do not comply with these BMPs, 
we request the agency explain why this resource was not followed, especially given that 
Executive Order 11644 (as amended by E.O. 11989) directs the agency when making 
designations to minimize impacts to the environment and other users. These BMPs are 
included as Appendix A. 
 
 
I I I . Travel Analysis 
 
The directives implementing the 2005 Travel Management Rule were recently finalized and 
are in full effect as of January 8, 2009.  These directives provide valuable direction for 
completing the travel planning process, particularly to forests such as your own which have 
initiated formal scoping after the January 8, 2009 date on the current proposed action that is 
now under public review.   
 
We would specifically like to point out provisions that require a travel analysis process to be 
completed to inform the proposed action.  This process is a common-sense first step to travel 
planning, and should be completed before scoping begins.  Travel analysis includes a 
determination of the minimum road system and roads for decommissioning, identification of 
routes that are impacting resources and other forest users, as well as an examination of the 
economic and management capabilities of the forest.  The travel analysis process provides 
critical information required for the development of alternatives. 
 
The revised manual and handbook provide extensive direction about how travel analysis is 
necessary for making road and trail designations:  

 
“Decisions to add roads to the forest transportation system must be informed by 
travel analysis.” 13  

                                                 
12 36 CFR § 212.55 (a) and (b) 
13 FSM 7703.26(2) 
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“Use travel analysis (FSM 7712; FSH 7709.55, ch. 20) to identify the minimum road 
system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and 
protection of NFS lands per 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1).” 14 
 
“Use travel analysis (FSM 7712; FSH 7709.55, ch. 20), conducted at an appropriate 
scale, to ensure that decisions to designate trails for motor vehicle use consider 
environmental, social, and economic impacts and to preserve areas of opportunity on 
each administrative unit for non-motorized recreational experiences.” 15   
 
“Use travel analysis (FSM 7712; FSH 7709.55, ch. 20), conducted at an appropriate 
scale, to ensure that decisions to designate areas for motor vehicle use are based on 
consideration of environmental, social, and economic impacts.”16 
 
“Document travel analysis in a report in accordance with FSH 7709.55, section 21.6. 
The report should identify access needs and opportunities based on current budget 
levels and realistic projections of future funding.” 17 
 

Accordingly, travel analysis must occur for road and trail designations, regardless of 
whether a Forest is first or simultaneously making a minimum road system determination.  
However, Part A and part B taken together show that a minimum road system determination 
should occur first or simultaneously, as the travel analysis process must be used for both this 
determination and for trail and road designations, and that it does not work as a matter of 
logic to make designations before making the precursor decisions on the needs for such 
designations: 

 
“ Travel analysis assesses the current forest transportation system and identifies 
issues and assesses benefits, problems, and risks to inform decisions related to 
identification of the minimum road system per 36 CFR Part 212.5(b)(1) and 
designation of roads, trails and areas for motor vehicle use per 36 CFR Part 212.51. 
Travel analysis is not a decision-making process. Rather, travel analysis informs 
decisions relating to administration of the forest transportation system and helps to 
identify proposals for changes in travel management direction (ex. 01).  
 

1. Use travel analysis (FSH 7709.55, ch. 20) to inform decisions related to 
identification of the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient 
travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of NFS lands per 

                                                 
14 FSM 7703.12 (1) 
15 FSM 7703.13 (2) 
16 FSM 7703.14 (1) 
17 FSM 7712.4 (5) 
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36 CFR 212.5(b)(1) and to inform decisions related to the designation of 
roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use per 36 CFR 212.51…” 18 

 
Travel analysis should also be used to establish decommissioning priorities, as instructed in 
FSM 7703: 
 

Use travel analysis (FSM 7712; FSH 7709.55, ch. 20) to identify roads that may not 
be needed for the use and management of NFS lands; to identify roads that could be 
converted to trails; to identify restoration needs; and to establish decommissioning 
priorities. Unauthorized roads, temporary roads, and any NFS roads no longer 
needed for the use and management of NFS lands should be decommissioned. Do not 
designate temporary roads or unneeded roads for motor vehicle use, and do not 
show unneeded roads on an MVUM19.   
 

Lastly, the directives state that “A roads analysis conducted at the scale of an administrative 
unit that was completed in accordance with Publication FS-643, “Roads Analysis: Informing 
Decisions About Managing the National Forest Transportation System,”  satisfies the 
requirement to use travel analysis relative to roads.”20  Thus, a forest unit that conducted a 
roads analysis considering its entire road system (maintenance level 1-5) could consider the 
portion of the analysis relative to roads satisfied, but would still have to conduct travel 
analysis on motorized trails and areas.  Moreover, if a forest conducted a roads analysis but 
failed to look at maintenance level 1 and 2 roads, which usually make up the majority of 
roads on a unit, the requirement to use travel analysis relative to roads is not satisfied, since 
Publication FS-643 directs an examination of all roads, not just some of them.  
 
Finally, when analyzing the impacts of motorized roads, trails and areas on natural resources 
such as wildlife and water where resource health is determined in part by route density, a 
forest unit, regardless if it has satisfied the roads portion of the analysis, must still consider 
both the site-specific impacts and benefits of each proposed route and ORV areas as well as 
the landscape level impacts and benefits. Landscape level impacts that, at a minimum, 
should be considered include a route’s contribution to route density, effect on core habitat 
(i.e., areas distant from routes), and areas within the transportation effect zone.21  
 
The direction in the revised manual and handbook stem from the regulatory requirements in 
36 CFR 212.   Units must identify the minimum road system using a science-based analysis 
and identify roads for decommissioning, as required in 36 CFR 212.5(b).  The minimum 
system must reflect long-term funding expectations and minimize adverse environmental 
impacts associated with road construction, reconstruction, decommissioning, and 

                                                 
18 FSM 7712 
19 FSM 7703.25 (1). 
20 FSM 7712.7 
21 See Thompson et al, 2004. Protecting Northern Arizona’s National Monuments: The Challenge of 
Transportation Management. Science Report, The Wilderness Society.  
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maintenance.  [36 CFR 212.5(b)(1)]  Units must also consider their ability to manage the 
proposed system in a fiscally and environmentally sustainable manner, as required in 36 
CFR 212.55(a). 
 
Additionally, the proposed Forest Service Manual text outlines the following reporting 
requirement:  
 

“ Document travel analysis in a report in accordance with FSH 7709.55, 
section 21.6. The report should identify access needs and opportunities based 
on current budget levels and realistic projections of future funding.” 22   

 
We request that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest provide us with a copy of its 
Travel Analysis report at the earliest possible opportunity so that we can better understand 
the information and methods used to develop the proposed action. We are not asking that the 
agency reconsider past decisions involving the existing transportation system; we are simply 
requesting that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest use its Travel Analysis—a pre-
NEPA process which helps to identify proposals for changes in travel management 
direction—to explain the need for the proposed action, to identify which roads and trails are 
not needed, and to inform the environmental analysis associated with the proposed action. 
 
Some have suggested that Travel Analysis is not a mandatory obligation. However, both the 
final directives for travel management planning and the Committee Report from the 
Appropriations Act of 2009 layout the expectations that a full scale roads analysis be 
completed. Failure to complete travel analysis at the appropriate point in the process will 
almost certainly lead to plans which do not comply with the “minimum system” regulations 
at 36 CFR 212.5(b).  
 
To the degree that the following questions are not addressed in the Travel Analysis report, 
we request that they specifically be addressed in separate correspondence prior to the release 
of the DEIS: 
 
• What is the basis for your proposal to designate new motorized roads and trails in the 
proposal area or change the use categories for existing roads? How did you use Travel 
Analysis to assess the environmental and social impacts of the transportation system? 
 
• How was Travel Analysis used to determine the cumulative impacts of motorized travel on 
the environment? How was it used to assess the available resources to maintain and operate 
the forest transportation system? 
 
• How did you define the minimum transportation system? What methods were used to 
determine the “minimum” system consistent with requirements established by 36 CFR 212.5 

                                                 
22 FSM 7712.4 (5). 
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(b) (1) and the draft directives for implementing the Travel Management Rule? What are 
your decommissioning priorities, and what methodology did you use to arrive at them? 
 
 
IV. Baseline/No Action Alternative 
 
The NOI is essentially silent on the issue of the baseline used to establish the “no action”  
alternative required by NEPA.  In our view, the no action alternative should be limited to the 
designation of current motorized system routes that are supported by prior NEPA analyses 
or decision documents that justify their inclusion on maps and in spatial databases. We 
believe that any routes lacking documentation (including routes which were constructed or 
came into being before NEPA was enacted) should be analyzed as new unauthorized routes, 
in recognition of the fact that there is no record of administrative decision or analysis 
addressing the environmental impacts of motor vehicle use on these routes. 
 
An accurate accounting of the true extent of the current transportation system is a critical 
step in setting the appropriate baseline for analysis. We are concerned that a significant 
discrepancy may exist between what the Forest Service is calling its “system” and the routes 
which are supported by appropriate documentation.  We would expect the Forest Service to 
perform a comprehensive inventory of its past transportation decisions as part of Travel 
Analysis,23 but we have no knowledge whether or to what extent this has been done.  
 
As part of its description of the “no action”  alternative, we recommend that the Forest 
Service include a table identifying the specific documentation or evidence which supports 
the inclusion of all existing routes in the transportation system.  Such documentation would 
include NEPA analysis and decision documents, approval of Road Management Objectives 
(RMOs) or Trail Management Objectives (TMOs), or records establishing the expenditure 
of normally-appropriated maintenance funds on a specific route.  Routes lacking such 
documentation should be marked accordingly. We have included a sample spreadsheet to 
serve as an example (see Appendix B). 
 
Up to this point we have not asked the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest to provide us 
with an exhaustive inventory of prior NEPA or other documentation for all of its existing 
routes.  However, as an interim step, we request that the Forest Service determine the 
decision status of all of the putative system routes that we have identified for 
decommissioning in our citizens’  alternative, and provide this information to us prior to the 
release of the Draft EIS.  
 
Finally, to the degree that our description of a “no action”  alternative limited to documented 
routes differs from the Forest Service’s conception of “no action,”  we request consideration 
of an additional, separate alternative that is limited to documented routes and disallows 

                                                 
23 FSH 7709.55 Section 21.2 (2) (b) and (g): “For the part of the forest transportation system under analysis, 
produce an inventory of NFS roads and NFS trails [and] a summary of existing travel management decisions.”   
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forest-wide cross-country travel as described above. One could consider such an alternative 
the legally viable no action alternative.  
 
 
V. Proposed Action and an Additional Alternatives to Consider  
 
The National Environmental Policy Act24 requires a “hard look”  at “all reasonable 
alternatives,” 25 which would include one or more alternatives emphasizing a minimum 
transportation system which is streamlined, non-redundant, and efficient. A range of 
alternatives that does not include the minimum transportation system is not sufficient under 
NEPA. The Forest Service Handbook guides managers to “develop other alternatives fully 
and impartially…[and] ensure that the range of alternatives does not prematurely foreclose 
options that might protect, restore, and enhance the environment.” 26 
 
The proposed action described in the NOI includes these key elements: 
 
·  prohibit wheeled motorized vehicle travel off the designated NFS roads, trails, and areas; 
 
·  add 20.3 miles of unauthorized routes to the motorized trail system for a 1,153 mile total 

trail system open to motorized vehicles; 
 
·  allow only 4x4, ATV, or motorcycle use on 70 additional miles of existing NFS roads that 

are currently closed (Maintenance Level 1) and where it is currently prohibited;  
 
·  designate 2 motorized use areas totaling 40 acres; 
 
·  convert 10 miles of non-motorized trails for motorcycle and ATV use; 
 
·  increase the total number of miles of NFS mixed use roads available for use by ORVs by 

351.2 miles (or from 147 to 498.2 miles); 
 
·  allow motorized assisted dispersed camping buffers up to 300’  (600’  total when measured 

on both sides of centerline) along 698 miles of designated routes; 
 
·  close about 6 miles of NFS roads bringing the total road miles open to highway legal, 

motorized vehicle travel to 5,079 miles;  
 
·  close 15.4 miles of existing motorized trails; and 
 
·  convert 23.7 miles of NFS motorcycle only trails to non-motorized trails. 

                                                 
24 42 USC § 4321-4347 
25 40 CFR § 1502.14 (a) 
26 FSH 1909.15 § 14.2 
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We request analysis of the following alternatives to the proposed action: 
 
Alternative A 
·  prohibit travel off designated roads, trails, and areas;  
·  adopt any management recommendations for ecologically, culturally, and recreationally 

important areas included in this letter including those areas of special concern outlined 
near the end of section VI of this letter. 

 
Alternative B 
·  The minimum transportation system as identified by a comprehensive Travel Analysis 
 
Additionally, we recommend that all action alternatives in the DEIS, including the Forest 
Service’s proposed action, incorporate the following elements: 
 
• The Okanogan-Wenatchee NF should prohibit cross-country motorized travel for big game 
retrieval, dispersed camping, and other activities, but allow Forest visitors to park their 
motor vehicle within one vehicle length from the edge of the road or trail surface when it is 
safe to do so, does not result in damage to Forest resources, and is not disallowed in Forest-
specific orders or plans.  We do realize that the one vehicle length may pose logistical 
concerns for horse trailers and, as such, request that the Forest Service include a way to 
accommodate the needs of horse trailers in all of the action alternatives.  If certain dispersed 
camp sites are far from system roads, the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF should consider 
designating routes to these dispersed campsites instead of permitting cross-country travel.  If 
cross-country exceptions are incorporated into the EIS as suggested by the Proposed Action, 
then extensive environmental analysis under NEPA would need to be completed on all lands 
affected by the exception. This analysis would include a complete ecological, cultural, 
archaeological, and historical site survey of the cross-country exception zone surrounding 
each motorized route. 
 
• Existing and proposed seasonal ORV closures are not reflected in the proposed action 
maps nor is seasonal closure mentioned in the scoping document. The Forest Service needs 
to address seasons of use, as a means of protecting the resource and/or reducing use conflict. 
Specifically, the Forest should implement seasonal wet weather closures of native surface 
roads and motorized trails to reduce erosion and sedimentation, to lower maintenance costs, 
and to reduce harassment and poaching of wildlife during times when they are most 
vulnerable. Additional seasonal closures based on wildlife habitat needs should also be 
explicitly included.  While we would agree to a seasonal closure triggered by precipitation 
or conditions on the ground, once closed these routes should remain closed until the end of 
the rainy season in the spring. A route system where multiple closures and openings are 
triggered by individual storm events throughout the season is too unstable and unreliable to 
be effectively implemented. 
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VI . Factors to Consider  in the Environmental Analysis 
 
For each alternative we expect a thorough analysis of any site-specific changes to the system 
as well as an analysis of how changes affect the transportation system as a whole – including 
impacts from routes already in the system. NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of proposed actions, taking a “hard 
look”  at environmental consequences, and performing an analysis commensurate with the 
scale of the action at issue.27 Each alternative should address, in the environmental 
consequences component of the EIS, the potential impacts to the following natural 
resources: soil; riparian areas; water quality; noxious weeds; fire; sensitive, threatened, and 
endangered plants; sensitive, threatened, endangered, game, and management indicator 
animal species; fisheries; air quality; and natural quiet. The analysis should be informed by 
and make specific reference to the best available science. If information is lacking, the 
precautionary principle should be used to protect natural resources. 
 
Using a Landscape Approach 

Travel planning at a landscape level should simultaneously take into account the wide 
variety of multiple uses and users of the public lands. A landscape level approach ensures 
that large areas of the Forest remain relatively quiet and undisturbed for the majority of 
forest users who enjoy public lands through hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, bird 
watching, photography, canoeing, hunting, and fishing. A survey conducted by the 
Washington State Office of the Interagency Committee revealed that the top outdoor 
recreational use activities in the state are walking/hiking, outdoor team sports, nature 
activities, sightseeing, and bird watching.  ORV riding was ranked 12th.28  Projections of 
future demand for these activities in the IAC study show the same comparative trend.  The 
high-impact nature of off-road vehicle recreation (due to noise, pollution from two-stroke 
engines, and dust that extend far beyond the trail itself) diminishes the quality of the natural 
experience and often completely displaces non-motorized visitors. The process should focus 
not solely on individual ORV route designation, but on achieving a transportation system 
that minimizes conflicts between quiet and motorized recreation. The travel management 
process should include an examination of all routes, including existing system roads and 
trails and potential future additions to the system – not solely the unauthorized, illegal, 
and/or user-created ORV trails. 

Similarly, route designation should consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative ecological 
impacts of ORVs on the larger landscape, including watersheds, noisesheds, wildlife 
corridors, and core areas of protected habitat for wide-ranging, low-density, or disturbance-

                                                 
27 40 CFR § 1502.2 (b) and 1508.8 
28 An Assessment of Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, IAC (Office of the Interagency Committee), 
October 2002 
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sensitive species. NEPA requires that the Forest Service evaluate “ the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions…result[ing] from individually minor 
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 29 A landscape 
perspective will help ensure that redundant routes are not designated and that routes are not 
merely examined in isolation. The agency should use spatial analysis to evaluate landscape-
level impacts to natural resources. 
 
The agency should also consider the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest in the context of 
the surrounding landscape, including private lands. The agency should evaluate the 
opportunities for undisturbed wildlife habitat, clean water, non-motorized areas, and natural 
quiet on lands outside of the Forest. Does the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest provide 
opportunities for the above activities that cannot be met on surrounding lands? If so, how 
does the proposed action affect those opportunities? Since public lands outside and adjacent 
to Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest also provide ORV travel routes, Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest should consider providing opportunities for quiet recreation that 
cannot be met on surrounding lands. 
 
The agency should answer in the EIS the following landscape-level questions: How will 
each alternative affect natural quiet throughout the Forest? How will each alternative affect 
forest fragmentation? How will each alternative affect core wildlife reserves? Has the Forest 
established large zones of quiet recreation? How has the agency considered the impacts to 
non-motorized Forest users? How will each alternative achieve the goal of minimizing user 
conflict across the landscape?  
 
Roads and motorized trails can fragment landscapes and reduce the quality of adjacent 
habitat for a wide range of wildlife species. We recommend that the Okanogan-Wenatchee 
National Forest conduct analyses for all alternatives integrating the habitat requirements of 
wide-ranging indicator sensitive species (such as grizzly bear, spotted owl, lynx, wolverine, 
Pacific fisher, and wolf) to develop a comprehensive assessment of the influences of 
motorized route networks on wildlife habitat quality.  
 
The Proposed Action Does Not Explain How the TMR (Travel Management Rule) Process 
will Interface with the Forest Planning Process 
 
The Forest Service is currently poised to engage in two very significant decision-making 
processes: Travel Management Planning and Forest Planning. The interplay between these 
two processes has created some concern. As we understand the Forest Service’s position, 
revised Forest Plans will constitute ‘strategic’  decisions while TMR decisions constitute 
‘ tactical’  decisions. Our concern, therefore, should be obvious: ‘ tactical’  decisions should 
not compromise or delimit the reach of ‘strategic’  decisions before such ‘strategic’  decisions 

                                                 
29 40 CFR § 1508.7 
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are identified and defined.30
 See 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1. The Forest Plan Revision Team and the 

public are in the process of developing protective management recommendations (e.g., 
special management area designation for sensitive species habitats, areas of recreation focus, 
wilderness evaluation of designated Potential Wilderness Areas, etc.) for the Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest that transcend single resource uses (i.e., motorized recreation) 
and focus on landscape-scale ecological protection and restoration. It is unclear whether 
these recommendations will be considered during the TMR process. Route designations 
could, obviously, prejudice or compromise these recommendations if the Forest Service 
takes a narrow view of the TMR process and rejects these conservation-oriented 
management recommendations on the basis that they are more properly considered as part of 
the Forest Plan revision process. While the Forest Service may state that they retain the 
authority to revisit TMR designations during the Forest Plan revision process, it strikes us as 
that the Forest Service will, generally speaking, resist revisiting route designations to make 
room for conservation-oriented management recommendations. This scenario is deeply 
troubling as it undermines the spirit and intent, if not the letter, of the TMR and Forest 
Planning processes. If the Forest Service is unwilling to broaden the TMR process to 
consider these recommendations, or to conduct the TMR process concurrently with the 
Forest Plan revision process, the Forest Service must provide assurances to the public that 
the TMR process will not prejudice or compromise conservation-oriented management 
recommendations. Where the TMR process precedes the Forest Plan revision process, this 
suggests that the TMR process should focus on reducing route densities by designating a 
limited, baseline travel systems using a minimum of existing, authorized routes and refrain 
from designating new routes, in particular unauthorized, user-created routes. This should 
provide at least some assurance that the Forest Service has not prejudiced or compromised 
the Forest Plan revision process. Additionally, the Forest Service should ensure that route 
designations adjacent or proximate to these special designations do not inadvertently 
compromise the purpose behind these special designations or act as conduits for illegal 
intrusions or the continued proliferation of user-created routes. Motorized recreation use 
does not simply cause direct impacts within the footprint of a designated route, but also 
causes indirect and cumulative impacts well beyond the footprint of a designated route 
which are relevant to the protection and management of these special designations. See 40 
C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.8.  Specifically with regard to Forest Planning, we have submitted a 
lengthy scoping letter details our concerns and comments which is attached as Appendix C.  
As the TMR process is planned to precede the Forest Plan revision in this case, our 
comments from this attached letter should be considered as part of the TMR process as well.   

                                                 
30 The Forest Service’s distinction between the two processes also serves as a basis for our position, set forth 
in section (2), that the TMR process must produce a plan, not simply a route map. In other words, ‘ tactical’  
decisions must be properly nested within a ‘ tactical’  plan to ensure conformance with overarching goals & 
strategies. 
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Compliance with Executive Orders 

All current direction and authority that allow, restrict, and prohibit vehicle use off roads on 
National Forest lands are tiered from Executive Order (E.O.) 11644, signed by President 
Nixon in 1972, and modified by President Carter’s E.O. 11989 in 1977. These executive 
orders should be the guiding principles for all decisions related to ORVs. The orders state 
that the route designation procedures “will ensure that the use of off-road vehicles on public 
lands will be controlled and directed so as to protect the resources of those lands, to promote 
the safety of all users of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of 
those lands.” 31 In accomplishing this broad goal, the executive orders specifically require 
that the designation of motorized areas and trails shall be in accordance with the following: 

1) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize damage to soil, watershed, 
vegetation, or other resources of the public lands. 

2) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant 
disruption of wildlife habitats. 

3) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize conflicts between off-road vehicle 
use and other existing or proposed recreational uses of the same or neighboring 
public lands, and to ensure the compatibility of such uses with existing conditions in 
populated areas, taking into account noise and other factors. 

4) Areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated Wilderness Areas.32 

We agree with the strong language above. ORVs should be permitted only where they do not 
excessively interfere with other recreational uses or damage natural resources. How has the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee NF defined the term “minimize”  and how is it working to minimize 
the damage to the above listed resources and other recreationists? To help answer these 
questions, we urge the Forest Service to use Wildlands CPR’s BMPs to formulate the DEIS 
alternatives. (see pg. 4 above) 
 
 
Compliance with Congress, Road System Management Regulations and the Travel 
Management Rule 
 
As stated repeatedly throughout this letter, we have urged the travel planning team to 
conduct a comprehensive travel analysis to take a hard look at the costs and benefits of the 

                                                 
31 Executive Order 11644 § 1 (1972) as amended by Exec. Order 11989 (1977) – Use of Off-Road Vehicles on 
Public Lands. 
32 Exec. Order  11644 § 3 (1972) as amended by Exec. Order 11989 (1977).   
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current motorized transportation system in the current travel planning process. We were 
heartened to see that the Congress of the United States included report language in the 
Omnibus Appropriations Act of 2009 directing the Forest Service to comply with all travel 
management regulations as it spends money on recreation management, including 
conducting a roads analysis.  By providing this direction, we feel that Congress has removed 
any ambiguity about the agency’s responsibility to conduct a scientific-based roads analysis, 
identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for management 
and protection of National Forest System lands, and identify roads for decommissioning.  
The language in the Appropriations Act of 2009 is as follows: 
 

“ The bill provides the fiscal year 2008 funding level, plus fixed costs, 
plus an increase of $10,000,000. The Committees on Appropriations 
expect that each individual National Forest or Grassland will comply 
fully with all travel management regulatory requirements, particularly 
the science-based analysis in 36 CFR 212.5 (b)(1), the identification of 
unneeded roads in 36 CFR 212.5(b)(2), and the criteria for designation in 
36 CFR 212.55(a) and (b). The Committees expect the Forest Service to 
identify priorities, and associated resource requirements, to fully comply 
with the regulatory requirements of 36 CFR 212.5(b) (1) and (2).”  155 
Cong. Rec. H2089-01 at H2110. (Feb. 23, 2009). 

 
We are aware that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest has conducted a roads analysis 
and released an accompanying report of the findings in April 2004. However, the road 
analysis report (RAP) looked only at major arterials and collector roads, which is generally 
maintenance level 3, 4, and 5 roads, and examined only a few maintenance level 2 roads. 
The RAP did not analyze the majority of maintenance level 1 and 2 roads.  As we all know, 
the majority of roads in a Forest’s travel system are maintenance level 1 and 2 roads, and it 
is these roads that pose the highest risk to water quality and wildlife and that, when taken 
together, are categorically the most expensive to maintain.  Although it is a step in the right 
direction, analyses that are limited to ML 3-5 roads are not sufficient to comply adequately 
with either the regulatory or Congressional direction.   
 
In addition, the report language accompanying the Appropriations Act highlights Congress’  
expectation that the Forest Service will comply fully with the criteria for designation in 36 
CFR 212.55(a) and (b). The regulatory text in subsection (a) requires the Forest Service to 
consider the management requirements and costs of proposed motorized designations and 
the agency’s ability to meet those costs.  Specifically, the regulation states: 
 

“ …the responsible official shall consider effects on National Forest System natural 
and cultural resources, public safety, provision of recreational opportunities, access 
needs, conflicts among uses of National Forest System lands, the need for 
maintenance and administration of roads, trails, and areas that would arise if the 
uses under consideration are designated; and the availability of resources for that 
maintenance and administration.”  [Emphasis added]   36 CFR 212.55 (a) 
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We are concerned that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest is proposing a motorized 
system that far exceeds available resources to manage the system, and that the forest units 
are not considering the fiscal implications of the designation proposals and decisions, as 
required.  Hence, we were relieved that Congress has re-emphasized the importance and 
necessity of considering the fiscal implications of decisions related to motorized 
designations.  As an example of the importance of fiscal considerations, the Washington 
state legislature has recently eliminated the NOVA (Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle 
Activities) funds for the next 2 years and transferred the program to State Parks.  These 
funds provide a signification amount (often over 50% and nearly 100%) of the trail 
maintenance funding for National Forests in the state.  On May 6 (yesterday), the Cle Elum 
District announced that the NOVA transfer “will mean about a 70% cut in funding for the 
Cle Elum District Trails, Wilderness and ORV programs for 2010 and 2011. …It will mean 
… a lot less enforcement presence.33”   The lack of these funds will significantly hinder the 
Forest Service’s ability to maintain the current trail network, much less an expanded one.   
 
To that end, we want to share a study that was recently completed by Dr. Michael Wing, 
Professor of Engineering in the Forest Engineering Department at the University of Oregon. 
Dr. Wing developed an easily reproducible model for estimating the costs of a travel 
management alternative.  This model and accompanying methodology are available upon 
request in the form of an interactive excel spreadsheet that enables the model’s calculations. 
We request that the Forest Service use this model and the accompany methodology to 
determine the cost for each of the proposed alternatives and include this information in the 
DEIS.  
 
Travel Management regulations specify that responsible officials “must identify the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, 
and protection of National Forest System lands.” 34 The regulations define the “minimum 
system” as “ the road system determined to be needed to meet resource and other 
management objectives adopted in the relevant land and resource management plan (36 CFR 
part 219), to meet applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, to reflect long-term 
funding expectations, to ensure that the identified system minimizes adverse environmental 
impacts associated with road construction, reconstruction, decommissioning, and 
maintenance.” 35 In determining the minimum system, the responsible official is required to 
“ incorporate a science-based roads analysis at the appropriate scale and, to the degree 
practicable, involve a broad spectrum of interested and affected citizens, other state and 
federal agencies, and tribal governments.” 36 In the Draft EIS, the Forest Service should 
describe the process used to evaluate and identify the “minimum system,”  and address 
whether each of the alternatives analyzed achieves this standard.   

                                                 
33 E-mail correspondence from Tim Foss, May 6, 2009.   
34 36 CFR § 212.5 (b) (1) 
35 Ibid.  
36 Id.  
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The regulations also state that responsible officials must “ identify the roads on lands under 
Forest Service jurisdiction that are no longer needed to meet forest resource management 
objectives and that, therefore, should be decommissioned or considered for other uses, such 
as for trails.” 37 Forest officials are further required to “give priority to decommissioning 
those unneeded roads that pose the greatest risk to public safety or to environmental 
degradation.” 38   
 
We believe it makes sense to extend these analyses to motorized trails as well. It is difficult 
to assess the “necessary”  road system, predict and minimize adverse environmental impacts, 
or analyze relative to long-term funding expectations in the absence of a comprehensive 
assessment of both motorized roads and trails. In the same way that travel planning provides 
an opportunity to downgrade or decommission unneeded roads, it provides an opportunity to 
decommission and restore or convert unneeded motorized trails to non-motorized uses, 
consistent with a landscape zoning approach as described above. 
 
The regulations further mandate that the Forest Service consider “ the need for maintenance 
and administration of roads, trails, and areas that would arise if the uses under consideration 
are designated; and the availability of resources for that maintenance and administration.”39 
The responsible official must “monitor the effects of motor vehicle use on designated roads 
and trails and in designated areas.” 40 The designation of ORV routes, therefore, must be 
compatible with the ability of the agency to monitor, enforce, and maintain that system. 
Considering the great length of user-created ORV trails in Washington National Forests, the 
Forest Service should refrain from designating routes that it will be unable to maintain, 
monitor, or patrol with its current budget and staff. The Forest Service must include a 
specific monitoring plan (with specific measures and thresholds), a public education plan, a 
restoration plan, and a budget estimate for the annual implementation of the plan for the life 
of the plan for each alternative considered.  
 
According to the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF’s Roads Analysis Process Report (RAP), it 
would take $11,786,500 annually to maintain all the system roads on the Okanogan and 
Wenatchee National Forests based on forest average maintenance costs, and this does not 
include costs of identified deferred maintenance, maintenance needed to bring the road back 
up the FSM standard, or the funds needed to improve fish passage by repairing or replacing 
barrier culverts.41 Further, in Fiscal Year 2000 only about $1,028,000 was expended on 
roads maintenance in the Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests – this accounts for 9% 
of the estimated annual funds that are needed.42 The Forest Service should provide a specific 

                                                 
37 36 CFR § 212.5 (b) (2) 
38 Ibid. 
39 36 CFR § 212.55 (a) 
40 36 CFR § 212.57 
41 USDA Forest Service. Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests Roads Analysis Report Executive 
Summary. April 2004. 
42 Ibid.   
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cost estimate for managing each transportation alternative and compare it to its current and 
projected budget. How is the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF reconciling the costs of designating 
new routes in this proposal with the tremendous maintenance backlog it is already facing?  
 
Again, we request that the Forest Service refer to the study recently completed by Dr. 
Michael Wing and easily reproducible model for estimating the costs of a travel 
management alternative. Again, this model is available upon request; please contact us for 
information on how to access it.  
 
The Travel Management Rule carries forward relevant language from the Executive Orders 
which requires minimization of damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, and other forest 
resources; minimization of harassment of wildlife and significant disruption of wildlife 
habitat; and minimization of conflicts between motor vehicle use and existing or proposed 
recreational uses of National Forest System lands or neighboring Federal lands,  and 
conflicts among different classes of motor vehicle uses of National Forest system lands or 
neighboring Federal lands.43 In the DEIS, the Forest Service should identify what specific 
criteria they are using to evaluate these minimization goals and address whether each of the 
alternatives analyzed achieves these minimization standards.  In answering these questions, 
we offer Wildlands CPR’s BMPs to help the Forest Service formulate the DEIS alternatives 
(Appendix A). 
 
 
Designation of Open Areas 
Consistent with the Chief’s memo on implementation of the Travel Management Rule, the 
Forest Service should only designate open play areas in extremely narrow circumstances.44  
These areas should be few in number, small in size, and geographically restricted.  
Preferably, they would only be sited in locales that have been seriously altered by past 
events, such as quarries or old dump sites.  Bounded and well managed play areas may be 
considered on lands: 
 
·  that do not have or are located near areas with important resource values; 
·  where environmental impacts will not include degraded air or water, or impacts to species 

of concern;  
·  that will not result in enhanced social conflict because of proximity to residences or other 

visited areas or high noise levels;  
·  where the agency has the capability to monitor and enforce rules at the area; and  
·  that will not impact areas that are protected or proposed for protection.  

                                                 
43 36 CFR § 212.55 (b) 
44 From the Chief’s memo on Travel Management, Schedule for Implementation, dated June 8, 2006:  
“Designated areas should have natural resource characteristics that are suitable for cross-country motor vehicle 
use or should be so significantly altered by past actions that motor vehicle use might be appropriate. While 
there is no specific acreage limitation, areas should not be large or numerous. They are intended as specific 
designations covering small places with clear geographic boundaries, rather than entire landscapes.”  
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Designating Motorized Mixed Use Roads 
The Forest Service is proposing a 350 mile proposed increase in “Mixed Use Roads,”  which 
is a significant increase in miles where one could ride a non-street-legal ORV in Wenatchee 
and Okanogan National Forests, while ORV closures are proposed for one-half of one 
percent of the current total.  We are concerned about the enormous environmental and social 
consequences of this massive change, especially with the Forest Service’s lack of resources 
to monitor damage and enforce its own rules – consequences such as wildlife habitat 
degradation and fragmentation, noise impacts on natural soundscape, displacement of quiet 
recreationists out of these areas, and other significant impacts.  The proposed increase in 
motorized use is especially concerning in locations adjacent to roadless or Wilderness areas.  
There must be an assessment of the enforcement staffing needs to monitor or enforce site-
specific use restrictions including Wilderness boundaries and seasonal ORV closures.  
 
 
Designation of Motorized Cross-country Corridors for Dispersed Camping and Game 
Retrieval 
The travel management rule allows limited exceptions to the prohibition on cross-country 
use of motor vehicles for specific purposes including dispersed camping and big game 
retrieval. We appreciate the fact that there will be no exception for big game retrieval on the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee NF. This is consistent with many other units of the National Forest 
System in Region 6 and across the West.  We strongly urge and support the continuance of 
this provision into all alternatives considered in the DEIS.   
 
In terms of dispersed camping, the proposed action would allow an exception to the 
prohibition on cross-country motor vehicle use for the purpose of motor vehicle-assisted 
dispersed camping up to 300 feet (measured on both sides of the centerline, 600 feet total) 
along 698 miles designated routes. The proposed dispersed camping provision does not meet 
the requirement that the Forest must “ [a]pply the provision for big game retrieval and 
dispersed camping sparingly. . . .”  (emphasis added).45  First, as explained in the Federal 
Register notice announcing the dispersed camping rule: “Responsible officials may include 
in the designation the limited use of motor vehicles within a specified distance of certain 
designated routes, and if appropriate within specified time periods, solely for the purposes 
of dispersed camping. . . .” (emphasis added).46 The Forest may not simply designate a large 
motor vehicle dispersed camping exception along several hundred miles of routes.   
 
Second, and complimentary to the requirement that dispersed camping only be designated 
along discrete routes, the rules mandate that the Forest “ [a]pply the provision for  big game 
retrieval and dispersed camping  sparingly after conducting travel analysis and appropriate 

                                                 
45 FSM 7703.11(4). 
46 73 Fed. Reg. 74,612, 74,612-13 (Dec. 9, 2003).  
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site-specific environmental analysis and public involvement.” 47 (emphasis added).  There 
has been no travel analysis and we expect for such a site-specific environmental analysis to 
accompany any routes that the Forest proposes for its dispersed camping provision. 
 
Further, the 300 foot proposal is excessive. Permitting unrestricted cross-country travel to 
dispersed camp sites will create routes that are routinely and repeatedly used by motorized 
vehicles, leading to the creation of more routes. This will further the existence of 
unmanaged motorized recreation on our public forest lands, damaging forest resources and 
diminishing the forest experience for non-motorized users. Should the Okanogan-Wenatchee 
Forest allow for camping-related cross-country motorized travel as described in the scoping 
notice, the proposed action has the potential to adversely affect up to 50,763 acres of lands 
adjacent to designated roads and trails under the proposed action.48 We believe that allowing 
an exception and such a broad exemption at that, for dispersed camping would serve to 
undermine the intent of the Travel Management Rule’s prohibition on cross-country 
motorized travel. The potential for such earth-disturbing activity could result a significant 
and adverse impact to forest resources over time (e.g., soils, vegetation, wildlife habitat, 
etc.). Instead of taking the 300 foot cross-country buffer approach, we suggest the following 
proposal to implement the “sparingly”  directive as an alternative to site-specific motor 
vehicle dispersed camping decisions: 
 

a) Forest visitors may park a motor vehicle within one vehicle length from the edge of 
the road surface when it is safe to do so and without causing damage to the Forest 
Service resources (allowing walking access a backcountry camp of their choosing), 
and/or 

b) Motor vehicles may access signed campsites via designated camp spur routes that are 
signed and demarcated on a travel management map. 

c) Additionally, we realize that the one vehicle length from the road surface causes 
significant logistical concerns for horse trailers and request that you work with the 
equestrian users to find a reasonable way to accommodate their needs with the 
minimal overall impact on the integrity of the Forest.   

 
Forest Service personnel have repeatedly stated that an advantage of the new plan is to make 
it very clear what travel is legal and illegal.  The 300-foot buffer would undermine this 
advantage and create an enormous enforcement challenge.  This approach will lead to 
further resource damage with no clear accountability for the ORV user. 
 
 
Compliance with National Environmental Laws 
 
Under the Clean Water Act (CWA), Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest must seek 
certification from the state of Washington that route construction, maintenance, or use 

                                                 
47 FSM 7703.11(4) 
48 Proposed action’s 698 miles road/trail x 5,280 ft./mile x 600 ft. corridor; divided by 43,560 sq. ft./acre 
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complies with, among other things, water quality standards.49 The Clean Water Act requires 
the implementation of BMPs50 for non-point sources that would result in water quality 
violations if they were not controlled. BMPs direct the Forest Service to identify areas where 
ORV routes or roads cause, or are likely to cause, degradation of water quality.51 The Clean 
Water Act also requires that states identify all water bodies that are “ impaired”  and establish 
the Total Maximum Daily Loads that these water bodies can assimilate and still meet water 
quality standards.52 Each alternative should describe how the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF is 
meeting the requirements of the CWA. Which streams, if any, fail to meet state water 
quality standards? What are the potential effects of the transportation proposal on those 
streams? 
  
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) recognizes the importance of National 
Forests in the context of biological conservation, and NFMA requires that the U.S. Forest 
Service manage the National Forests in an ecologically sustainable manner that protects the 
characteristics of ecological diversity53 – soil and water resources, streams, streambanks, 
shorelines, wetlands, fish, wildlife and the diversity of plant and animal communities. The 
Forest Service must show how they are protecting these resources and what species they are 
using to serve as management indicators of forest health and wildlife viability. The DEIS 
must address potential transportation impacts to specific management indicator species 
using the best available science and employing the precautionary principle. What 
information does the Forest have on the baseline condition for each management indicator 
species and how will each alternative impact that species? Furthermore, the Okanogan-
Wenatchee NF’s proposal should be consistent with its Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (FLRMP). The Route Designation Guidebook for National Forests in 
California states that “proposals that require changes in FLRMP direction should be deferred 
for consideration in future planning activities.” 54 Although this guidance is from a separate 
region, we believe this is sound advice that the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF should follow.  
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) makes it unlawful for any person to “ take”  a listed 
species. Take is defined as “ to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, 
or collect or attempt to engage in any such conduct”  55 and includes “significant habitat 
modification or degradation that kills or injures wildlife by impairing essential behavioral 
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering.”56 Pursuant to the ESA, the Okanogan-
Wenatchee NF must “ensure”  that travel planning “does not jeopardize the existence of any 

                                                 
49 33 USC § 1341 
50 33 USC § 1329 
51 Water Quality Management for Forest System Lands in California: Best Management Practices.  USDA 
Forest Service – Pacific Southwest Region.  September 2000.  
52 33 USC § 1313 (d) 
53 36 CFR § 219.10 
54 Route Designation Guidebook: National Forests in California, USDA Forest Service, June 2004 (revised 
September 2006), page 29. 
55 16 USC § 1532 (19) 
56 50 CFR § 222.102, e.g. 
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endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification”  of critical habitat of such species.57 This obligates the Okanogan-Wenatchee 
NF to engage in “consultation”  with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.58 The Forest Service 
should include in the DEIS the criteria and guidelines for endangered species protection 
along with all supporting scientific studies. ORVs and other vehicles have been shown to 
cause stress in many animal species and often results in major changes in animal behavior 
and reduced reproductive success or survival.59 Each alternative should describe the 
potential impacts to endangered species from unauthorized routes and from the cumulative 
impacts of the entire transportation system.  
 
Roads and motorized trails promote the spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants (Sheley 
& Petroff, 1999)60. The spread of noxious weeds is a serious problem facing public and 
private land managers. The Federal Interagency Committee for the Management of Noxious 
and Exotic Weeds summarized the issue up in their National Strategy for Invasive Plant 
Management:  Invasive plants, commonly called harmful, noxious or weedy plants, are a 
serious problem in the United States, causing billions of dollars in damages annually to 
agricultural, recreational, and tourist industries. These plants severely threaten biodiversity, 
habitat quality, and ecosystem functions--the very basis of our natural heritage.  Our public 
natural areas are being lost at an estimated rate of 4,600 acres per day to invasive species. 
The Travel Plan/EIS should include a discussion of the effect that the designation of the 
proposed roads and trails will have on the spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants. 
More specifically, the Forest Service should demonstrate compliance with section 2(a) of 
Executive Order 13112, which directs the Forest Service to: 
 

� � Identify actions that may affect the status of invasive species; 
� � Use relevant programs and authorities to: prevent the introduction of invasive species; 

and 
� � Not authorize, fund, or carry out actions that it believes are likely to cause or promote 

the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States or elsewhere unless, 
pursuant to guidelines that it has prescribed, the agency has determined and made 
public its determination that the benefits of such actions clearly outweigh the potential 
harm caused by invasive species; and that all feasible and prudent measures to 
minimize risk of harm will be taken in conjunction with the actions.  

 
Additionally, the Forest Service should coordinate with the local Cooperative Weed 
Management Agencies on prevention and control options and the analysis should outline the 
costs, necessary surveys, and treatment options to control the spread of weeds. 
 
                                                 
57 16 USC § 1536 (a) (2) 
58 16 USC § 1536 (a) (3) 
59 Joslin G. and H. Youmans.  1999.  Effects of recreation on Rocky Mountain wildlife: a review for Montana.  
Committee on Effects of Recreation on Wildlife, Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society. 
60 Sheley, Roger L. and Janet K. Petroff. 1999. Biology and Management of Noxious Rangeland Weeds. 
Oregon State University Press. 
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To limit the spread of noxious weeds and invasive and exotic plants on the Okanogan-
Wenatchee NF resulting from off highway vehicles we recommend that the Forest: 

� � Identify roads and trails where the spread of noxious weeds is both a problem and a 
threat to native vegetation; and 

� � Undesignate or avoid designation of roads and trails where noxious weeds are well 
established or would threaten sensitive, threatened or endangered plant species. 

 
The Global Climate Change Prevention Act of 199061 directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
study the effects of global climate change on forestry, and the interaction between forest 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. The Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
should consider the impacts of their travel management plan on Global Climate Change, 
including the potential for impacts to air pollution and removal of vegetation. At a 
minimum, a description of the effects of climate change on existing conditions such as the 
prevalence of exotic plant species, the availability of water and the health of riparian areas, 
zones of soil erosion or vulnerability to erosion, all provide critical baseline information 
necessary to the Forest Service’s ability to determine whether public land resources can 
withstand any of the proposed management alternatives, including many miles of ORV 
routes and roads. Without this basic foundational information about the existing impacts of 
climate change on the land, and future expected impacts, it is impossible to make informed 
decisions about the level, location, and kind of activities the land and its ecosystems can 
support in the future.  
 
Additionally, several federal entities have published studies on climate change that can 
easily be utilized by the Forest Service in its climate change analysis of the Okanogan-
Wenatchee NF DEIS. These recent studies include: 1) U.S. Climate Change Science 
Program Final Report, Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.4, “Preliminary Review of 
Adaptation Options for Climate-Sensitive Ecosystems and Resources”  (June 2008), 
available at http://www.epa.gov/ord/npd/pdfs/gcrp-factsheet_SAP-4-4.pdf; 2) Committee on 
Environment and Natural Resources, National Science and Technology Council, “Scientific 
Assessment of the Effects of Global Change on the United States”  (May 2008), available at 
http://www.climatescience.gov/Library/scientific-assessment/; and 3) U.S. Climate Change 
Science Program, Synthesis and Assessment Product 5.2, “Best Practice Approaches for 
Characterizing, Communicating and Incorporating Scientific Uncertainty in Climate 
Decision Making,”  (April 2008), available at http://www. 
climatescience.gov/Library/sap/sap5-2/public-review-draft/default.htm.  
 
These studies provide significant new information about the impacts of climate change on 
lands like the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF, as well as emerging new best management 
practices to employ in the face of climate change. The June 2008 report, prepared by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, specifically “ identifies strategies to address management 
challenges posed by climate change for a subset of federally protected lands and waters. 

                                                 
61 7 USC § 6701 (especially sections (b) 5 “ensure that recognition of the potential for climate change is fully 
integrated into the research, planning, and decision-making processes of the Department”  and c (3)). 
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These strategies can also be broadly applied to other lands and waters managed by 
governmental or nongovernmental entities.” 62 This information should be included in the 
analysis of the alternatives in order to adequately address climate change. 
 
An understanding of the predicted impact of climate change should, in turn, shape in 
important ways the various alternatives under consideration by the Forest Service. As such, 
the Forest Service should include an alternative that captures mitigation options for climate 
change. For example, given that so many of the predicted outcomes of climate change center 
on increased soil erosivity, dust storms, shrinking water resources, drier riparian areas, 
invasion of exotic plants, and the spread of hotter, larger wildfires, it is entirely reasonable 
to expect the Forest Service to design alternatives that minimize soil disturbance as much as 
possible.  
 
 
Incorporating the Best Available Science 
 
Given the significant threat represented by growing ORV use on public lands and by the 
current transportation system, science must play an important role in the planning process. 
Public agencies may be tempted to approach travel planning solely as a series of social 
negotiations between competing user groups. Such an approach, however, neglects the 
agency’s responsibility to use the best available science to manage the natural resources 
found on public lands for sustainability and use by future generations. NEPA requires that 
“agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the 
discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements [and] shall identify any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other 
sources relied upon for conclusions in the [environmental impact] statement.”63 
 
The Data Quality Act directs federal agencies in “ensuring and maximizing the quality, 
objectivity, utility, and integrity of information, including statistical information, 
disseminated by Federal agencies.” 64 Decisions made in minimizing damage to soil, 
watersheds, vegetation, wildlife, and habitats should incorporate and reference findings of 
relevant university, government, and other studies regarding the negative or positive impact 
of ORV use, automobiles, and roads. The Forest Service must describe what methodology 
and scientific information they used to determine how motorized routes could potentially 
impact natural resources on the Forest and how this information drove the project design 
criteria with respect to soils, watersheds, vegetation, threatened and endangered species, 
sensitive species, and management indicator species. The agency should cite all science-
based decisions and provide a list of references from peer-reviewed publications from 

                                                 
62 U.S. Climate Change Science Program Final Report, Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.4, “Preliminary 
Review of Adaptation Options for Climate-Sensitive Ecosystems and Resources”  (June 2008), available at 
http://www.epa.gov/ord/npd/pdfs/gcrp-factsheet_SAP-4-4.pdf.  
63 40 CFR § 1502.24 
64 PL 106-554 § 515 
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universities, government agencies, and other researchers. The Forest Service must describe 
how they used the best available science (or if lacking, whether they employed the 
precautionary principle) to make their decisions. Specific methodology for determinations 
should be given.  
 
 
Transportation Analysis for Cultural Impacts 
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”), 16 U.S.C. § 470(f), 
requires the Forests to protect historic sites from harm caused by transportation impacts. It 
requires the U.S. Forest Service to actively inventory and evaluate cultural resources within 
the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF and to “ take into account the effect of the undertaking on any 
district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register”  and “afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation . . . a 
reasonable opportunity to comment with regard to such undertaking.” 65 (emphasis added). 
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the entity charged with interpreting the 
NHPA) states that the: 
 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the road, trail, or area shall include corridors or 
zones adjacent to the road, trail, or area that the Forest determines to be subject to 
direct or indirect effects due to local environmental factors or the proximity of 
particularly sensitive resources. This will include the road, trail, or area surfaces, 
passing or parking areas, and campsites or other features established as part of the 
road or trail. It shall also include additional affected areas or properties if the 
designation would facilitate increased access to those historic properties. 

 
“USDA Forest Service Policy for Section 106 of the NHPA Compliance in Travel 
Management: 
Designated Routes for Motor Vehicle Use”  at 2.66 
 
Under the NHPA, Forests shall also be responsible for identifying consulting parties and 
inviting them to participate in the decision-making process.67 The consulting parties shall 
include, as appropriate, State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs), Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers (THPOs), and other federally recognized Tribal governments.68 
Therefore the Forest Service should consult with the tribe on issues of cultural or historical 
significance. 
 

                                                 
65 16 U.S.C. § 470(f) 
66 Available online at http://www.ufwda.org/landuse/ohvrule/NHPA_Compliance_Letter_for_USFS.pdf  
67 36 CFR § 800.2 
68 Ibid. 
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Federal agencies are directed to “manage cultural resources as a nonrenewable resource to 
maintain their scientific, historical, and social integrity.” 69

 Regulations require that the 
integrity of cultural sites should supersede route designation: “when a cultural resource is 
threatened by another resource activity, a reasonable effort should be made to redesign the 
activity in order to avoid damage or destruction to the property.” 70

 Thus, ORV routes should 
not be designated through or near cultural sites; non-essential Forest roads should be closed 
and decommissioned in these areas.  
 
 
Ecological Issues to Consider 
 
Roads and motorized trails can fragment habitat for sensitive species. In analyzing impacts 
of travel management, please explain how sensitive wildlife species are affected by 
fragmentation. If the data are available, what is the threshold road and trail density – for 
presence, reproduction, or mortality – for each species? Road density is frequently used as a 
surrogate for the influences of human activities or habitat fragmentation on wildlife 
populations and ecosystem processes that can affect species’  survival and movement 
patterns through direct disturbance (e.g., road kill), indirect disturbance (e.g., avoidance), 
and by facilitating human access to remote areas.71 Outside of Wilderness areas, motorized 
route densities in Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest are much higher than remote areas. 
How does each alternative analyze the impacts of route densities on sensitive wildlife 
species? 
 
The travel plan should provide for the protection of “umbrella”  species which often indicate 
the health of the entire ecosystem. Mid to large carnivores are often indicators of ecosystem 
health. How does the travel management proposal provide for carnivore corridors and aid in 
the recovery of declining or rare species such as spotted owls, wolves, American martens, 
Canada lynx, grizzly bears, and wolverines? 
 
How does each alternative affect species on the USDA Forest Service sensitive animal 
species list for the Okanogan-Wenatchee NF,72 specifically Northern Goshawk, spotted owl, 
American marten, Pacific fisher, wolverine, wolf, Canada lynx, grizzly bear, as well as bull 
trout and all anadromous salmonids?  What specific guidelines and criteria are you using to 
ensure viability of these species? Please reference scientific studies that inform your 
management decisions. What is the baseline condition of each of these species? How does 
each alternative affect species on the threatened and endangered list for the state of 

                                                 
69 FSM 2361.03(1).   
70 FSM 2361.21(2). 
71 Forman, R. T. T., D. Sperling, J. A. Bissonette, A. P. Clevenger, C. D. Cutshall, V. H. Dale, L. Fahrig, R. 
France, C. R. Goldman, K. Heanue, J. A. Jones, F. J. Swanson, T. Turrentine, and T. C. Winter.  2003.  Road 
Ecology: Science and Solutions.  Island Press, Washington, D. C. 
72 USDA Forest Service, Region 6, FSM Section 2670. Interagency Special Status Species Program listing of 
sensitive species available online at http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/sfpnw/issssp/documents/ag-policy/6840-im-or-
2008-038-att1-tes-list.xls.  
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Washington and the United States? Species listed on the USDA Forest Service sensitive 
animal species list are likely to be most impacted by the direct effects of the transportation 
system in National Forest and should receive special attention and careful consideration in 
the environmental analysis process. 
 
How does each alternative affect game species of concern, especially migratory deer herds 
and elk? What specific road density threshold is the Forest using to protect deer critical 
winter range and fawning areas? 
 
Plant species may be impacted by ORV use. Please explain how you will prevent damage to 
plant species on the USDA Forest Service sensitive plant species list for the Okanogan-
Wenatchee NF. What are the guidelines and criteria to protect sensitive plants? 
 
Noxious weeds are, along with ORVs, one of the “ four threats”  to National Forests. How 
will each alternative affect the spread of noxious weeds? 
 
Motorized travel may increase the risk of fire either unintentionally (by sparks or carburetors 
from vehicles) or by negligence (inadequate dousing of campfires or cigarettes at motorized 
access points). How does each alternative examine increased fire risk due to motorized 
access? 
 
Roads and trails can cause soil erosion and sedimentation. How does each alternative 
address stream crossings, trails and roads near riparian areas and maximum daily loads of 
sediment? What science is being used to consider the impacts of roads and trails on entire 
watersheds? Is there a threshold for route density to protect water quality?  
 
 
Areas of Special Concern 
 
Using both regulatory mandates and ecological and social considerations, we present the 
following recommendations to the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest in designing 
alternatives for unauthorized route proposals and for managing current motorized system 
routes. We believe that the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should take these factors 
into consideration when performing Travel Analysis to analyze the impacts of the current 
route system and any changes or additions to the system. We further recommend that any 
system trails that are currently non-motorized remain closed to motor vehicles. 

Wilderness Areas 

According to Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 and the revised travel management rules, 
“ [motorized] areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated Wilderness Areas 
or Primitive Areas.” 73 In addition, Congress bars the existence of any “permanent or 
                                                 
73 Exec. Order 11644 § 3 (1972) as amended by Exec. Order 11989 (1977) 



 

Page 29 of 37 

 

temporary road”  and the “use of motor vehicles”  within wilderness.74 The designation of 
motorized routes in Wilderness Areas is not discretionary. 

Administratively Endorsed Wilderness 

Administratively endorsed Wilderness areas should be managed to protect their wild 
character while designation as Wilderness is debated in Congress. Motorized use in these 
areas is incompatible with the defined characteristics of Wilderness, including the 
requirements that the land be “affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of 
man’s work substantially unnoticeable”  and that it have “outstanding opportunities for 
solitude and a primitive and unconfined type of recreation.” 75 Forest Service recommended 
Wilderness areas should not contain designated ORV or any other motorized routes. Agency 
policy states that “any inventoried roadless area recommended for wilderness or designated 
wilderness study is not available for any use or activity that may reduce the wilderness 
potential of an area.” 76 Additionally, as discussed above the section regarding coordination 
with the Forest Plan revision, the Travel Planning decision should not undermine or prevent 
implementation of decisions regarding the wilderness evaluation of Potential Wilderness 
Areas (PWAs).  The areas under consideration as PWAs are undergoing current analysis 
from the public and the Forest Plan Revision Team as to their eligibility for recommendation 
as wilderness.  Clearly adding motorized routes in these areas during the wilderness 
evaluation process would undermine the ability to deem these areas as eligible for 
wilderness.  As such, we request that no routes be added to PWAs during this Travel 
Planning EIS process.  Once the wilderness recommendations are finalized in the Forest 
Plan Revision, the potential for routes in those areas not recommended for wilderness could 
be revisited in the annual review of the Motorized Vehicle Use Map (MVUM).    

 Agency-inventoried Roadless Areas 

All route designations must be consistent with Land and Resource Management Plans for 
each of the National Forests.77 Where the Forest Plan does not, however, specifically 
prohibit the use of motorized vehicles in agency-inventoried roadless areas, we contend that 
these areas generally (with rare exceptions) should not contain designated motorized routes. 
A recent scientific report demonstrated that 77% of inventoried Forest Service roadless areas 
have the potential to conserve threatened, endangered, or imperiled species and are “one of 

                                                 
74 16 USC § 1133(c) 
75 16 USC § 1131 (c) 
76 FSM 1923.03 
77 FSM 2355.03 § 1(a) and Federal Register Part IV, Vol. 70, No. 216, page 68268: “Designations must be 
consistent with the applicable land management plan.  If a responsible official proposes a designation that 
would be inconsistent with the applicable land management plan, a proposed amendment to the plan must be 
included with the proposed designations so that the designation decision will conform with the land 
management plan.”  
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the most important biotic areas in the nation.” 78 In addition, the responsible National Forest 
officials are required to minimize “conflicts between motor vehicle use and existing or 
proposed recreational uses of National Forest System lands.” 79 By definition, roadless areas 
afford a type of quiet and primitive recreation that cannot be found near roads. To allow 
motorized use in these areas would cause disproportionate conflict between quiet 
recreationists and motor vehicle users and will risk precluding roadless areas from further 
consideration for Wilderness designation. Given that national forests in Washington 
collectively have an estimated $197,843,515 million backlog of needed road maintenance80 
on over 15,982 miles of road that are currently open to the public (21,791 miles if you 
include currently closed roads),81 the remaining roadless lands possess rare and critical 
ecological and social values. Furthermore, the Executive Order on Invasive Species82 states 
that all federal agencies will use relevant programs and authorities to prevent the 
introduction of invasive species, and “not authorize, fund, or carry out actions that it 
believes are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species … 
unless … the agency has determined and made public its determination that the benefits of 
such actions clearly outweigh the potential harm.”  Given that roads and ORVs serve as 
corridors for exotic plant83 and disease84 invasion, and that invasion by exotic species is one 
of the four threats to the health of the National Forests identified by the former Forest 
Service Chief, we believe that roadless areas should serve as refuges from motorized 
encroachment.  Additionally, the Governor of Washington has recently written to Secretary 
of Agriculture Vilsack asking for immediate steps to protect inventoried roadless areas “ that 
provide vital clean drinking water, habitat for fish and wildlife, carbon sequestration, and 
outstanding recreational opportunities for Washingtonians to enjoy our great outdoors.” 85  

Primitive and Semi-primitive Non-motorized Areas                                                                                

Where these two Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes do not overlap with 
inventoried roadless areas, motorized routes should not be permitted in these areas. Forest 
Plans and agency policy generally prohibit motorized use in these areas,86 but in situations 
where they do not expressly forbid it, we believe that these areas should not contain 

                                                 
78 Loucks, C., N. Brown, A. Loucks, and K. Cesareo. 2003. USDA Forest Service Roadless Areas: Potential 
Biodiversity Conservation Reserves. Conservation Ecology 7(2):5. 
79 36 CFR § 212.55 
80 Tax Payers for Common Sense. Road Wrecked: Why the $10 Billion Forest Service Road Maintenance 
Backlog Is Bad for Taxpayers. Appendix C. March 2004. 
81 Taxpayers for Common Sense. Road Wrecked. Appendix B. 
82 Exec. Order 13112 § 2 (Feb. 3, 1999). 
83 Parendes, L.A., and J.A. Jones.  2000.  Role of light availability and dispersal mechanisms in invasion of 
exotic plants along roads and streams in the H.J. Andrews Experimental Forest, Oregon.  Conservation Biology 
14:64-75.   
84 Zobel, D.B., L.F. Roth, and G.M. Hawk.  1985.  Ecology, pathology, and management of Port Orford cedar 
(Chamaecyparis lawsoniana).  U.S.D.A. Forest Service, Portland, OR, General Technical report PNW-184. 
85 Letter of the Governor of Washington to the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture for Protection of National Forest 
System Inventories Roadless Areas, April 30, 2009 
86 FSM 2311.11 – Exhibit 2 
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designated motorized routes. Motorized use conflicts with the objectives of primitive and 
semi-primitive non-motorized areas to provide isolation from the sights and sounds of 
humans, closeness to nature, tranquility, and self-reliance through the application of outdoor 
skills.  Again, the current Forest Plan Revision will designate primitive and semi-primitive 
non-motorized areas and the Travel Management team must coordinate closely with the 
Forest Plan Revision Team to ensure that the ability to determine areas under consideration 
for these non-motorized allocations is not undermined by the Travel Management Planning 
process.  

Research Natural Areas 

Research Natural Areas (RNAs) are set aside in perpetuity to preserve representative 
examples of specific botanic, aquatic, and geologic features, primarily for non-manipulative 
scientific and educational purposes. These areas contribute to the preservation of examples 
of significant natural ecosystems, provide genetic diversity, and protect habitats of 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant and animal species. Motorized route designation 
in these areas would conflict with at least three management objectives for RNAs: 1) to 
protect against human-caused environmental disruptions, 2) to serve as reference areas for 
the study of natural ecological processes, and 3) to serve as a baseline for comparing results 
of manipulative research.87 Furthermore, these areas are to be used “only for research and 
development, study, observation, monitoring, and those educational activities that do not 
modify the conditions for which the Research Natural Area was established.”88 Therefore, 
we believe that motorized route designation is not appropriate in existing or proposed 
Research Natural Areas. 

Special Area Designations 

Responsible Officials in the Forest Service designate special Scenic, Geological, Botanical, 
Zoological, Paleontological, Historical, or Recreational Areas to protect and manage areas 
of unique value. ORV trails should not be designated in existing or proposed Special Interest 
Areas, especially in Botanical or Zoological Areas where ORV use is generally not 
compatible with protection of unique plant and animal life.  In accordance with policy, the 
Forest Service should “keep developments such as roads, trails, and other facilities to the 
minimum necessary for public enjoyment of the area … [and] locate roads, trails, sanitary 
facilities, picnic grounds, and parking spaces without disturbing the special features of the 
established area.” 89 Non-essential Forest roads should be decommissioned in these areas. 

                                                 
87 FSM 4063.02 
88 FSM 4063.03 
89 FSM 2372.4 
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Cultural Sites 

ORV trails should not be designated through or near cultural sites. Federal agencies are 
directed to “manage cultural resources as a nonrenewable resource to maintain their 
scientific, historical, and social integrity.” 90 Regulations require that the integrity of cultural 
sites should supersede route designation: “when a cultural resource is threatened by another 
resource activity, a reasonable effort should be made to redesign the activity in order to 
avoid damage or destruction to the property.” 91 Non-essential Forest roads should be 
decommissioned in these areas. 

Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, Game, and Management Indicator Species 
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) makes it unlawful for any person to “ take”  a listed 
species. Take is defined as “ to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, 
or collect or attempt to engage in any such conduct” 92 and includes “significant habitat 
modification or degradation that kills or injures wildlife by impairing essential behavioral 
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering.”93 Motor vehicle use has been shown to 
cause stress in many animal species and often results in major changes in animal behavior 
and reduced reproductive success or survival.94 ORV trails should not be designated where 
“ take”  of an endangered species may occur. In addition, ORV trails should not be designated 
in ESA designated critical habitat for threatened or endangered species (both aquatic and 
terrestrial). Roads in critical habitat for endangered species should be decommissioned.  
 
The Forest Service should use the best ecological data available to make recommendations 
for ORV route designation with respect to each state and federal threatened, endangered, and 
proposed species, and also for Forest Service Sensitive, plan Watch List, big game, and 
Management Indicator species.  
 
Deer Winter Range 
 
The North American Mule Deer Conservation Plan prepared by the Mule Deer Working 
Group and sponsored by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies states: 
 

Improved management practices are essential if the natural resource 
community is to reverse the trend that began in the mid-1990’s when most 
areas of the West began experiencing yet another widespread mule deer 

                                                 
90 FSM 2361.03 (1) 
91 FSM 2361.21 (2) 
92 16 USC § 1532 (19) 
93 50 CFR § 222.102, e.g. 
94 Joslin G. and H. Youmans.  1999.  Effects of recreation on Rocky Mountain wildlife: a review for Montana.  
Committee on Effects of Recreation on Wildlife, Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society.  
http://joomla.wildlife.org/Montana/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=200&Itemid=349 
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decline.”   The Plan emphasizes the need for maintaining high quality habitat, 
including reducing the impacts of cheatgrass or other invasive plants; 
managing high levels of human recreation to avoid negative impacts on key 
mule deer habitat features; evaluating road densities to ensure that road 
densities are not adversely impacting mule deer habitat, particularly fawning 
areas.95  

 
Roads and ORV routes in critical winter deer range must be closed, at a minimum, between 
November 15 and March 30. 

Elk Winter Range 

A major review of elk ecology and management (Lyon and Christensen 2002)96 states the 
“Access – mainly that facilitated by roads – is perhaps the single most significant modifier 
of elk habitat.”   One study in Wyoming demonstrated that elk avoid areas within 1.2 miles 
of roads in the summer and within 0.6 miles of roads in the winter (Powell 2003).97  
Therefore, the presence of motorized vehicles themselves has a significant impact on elk.  
Additionally, during hunting season, there is a need for refugia beyond a threshold (1 mile) 
from roads in order to avoid excessive harassment of elk.98  Thus, roads and ORV routes in 
critical elk winter range must be closed, at a minimum, during the winter season.   

Riparian Reserves 

Riparian Conservation Areas (consisting of a buffer of 600 feet for fish-bearing streams and 
300 feet for non-fish-bearing streams) are designated to minimize the risk of activity-related 
sediment entering aquatic systems and to minimize impacts to habitat for aquatic- or 
riparian-dependent plant and animal species. To avoid impacts to water quality and riparian-
dependent wildlife, ORV routes should only be designated in riparian conservation areas if 
they will have minimal impact on riparian habitat or water quality. 

                                                 
95 North American Mule Deer Conservation Plan, Mule Deer Working Group,  7-23-04. 
96 Lyon, L. J., and A. G. Christensen. 2002. Elk and land management. In North American elk: ecology and 
management, eds. D. E. Toweill and J. W. Thomas, 557-581. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 
97 Powell, J.H. 2003. Distribution, Habitat Use Patters, and Ilk Response to Human Disturbance in the Jack 
Morrow Hills, Wyoming. Master of Science Thesis, University of Wyoming. 
98 See Conner, M.M, G.C. White, and D. J. Freddy. 2001. Elk Movement in Response to Early-Season Hunting 
in Northwest Colorado Freddy The Journal of Wildlife Management for a review of impacts of hunting on elk 
behavior.  Also see Rowland, M.M., M.J. Wisdom,B.K. Johnson, M.A. Penninger. 2004. Effects of Roads on 
Elk: Implications for Management. Transactions of the 69©"North American Wildlife and Natural Resources 
Conference: 491-508. 
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Soil, Hydrology, and Slopes 

Soil is the foundation upon which all life in the forest grows. While all soils are vulnerable 
in some degree to compaction and erosion from ORV use,99 certain soils are particularly 
erodible. ORV routes generally should not be designated in areas where the soil is classified 
as highly erodible (“severe”  or “very severe” ) by the Soil Conservation Service100 or the 
Forest Service Manual on soil classification. Compaction is severe in wet, poorly-drained 
soils.101  ORV routes should not be designated in wetlands, wet meadows (especially 
montane meadows – a rare and declining habitat type), ephemeral ponds, shorelines, or other 
wet areas. Non-essential roads in montane meadows should be decommissioned. Routes that 
cause excessive erosion in or otherwise damage riparian areas should be closed. Stream 
crossings should be kept to a minimum, and all crossing should be perpendicular to the 
stream, bridged whenever possible, and approaches armored to prevent sedimentation. The 
US Forest Service is a major landowner in the headwaters regions in Washington. Land 
disturbing activities in these headwater sub-basins have direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects on downstream uses. It is the responsibility of the Forest Service to avoid adversely 
affecting beneficial uses of water, such as for fisheries and human consumption. 
Furthermore, the Clean Water Act requires the implementation of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs)102 for non-point sources that would result in water quality violations if 
they were not controlled. Washington State’s BMPs on non-point water pollution sources 
lists the Forest Service as having the responsibility for the impacts of off-road vehicles.103 
The Clean Water Act also requires that states identify all water bodies that are “ impaired”  
and establish the Total Maximum Daily Loads that these water bodies can assimilate and 
still meet water quality standards. Steep slopes are also especially susceptible to soil damage 
from ORV use. No ORV trails should climb directly up hillsides and should rarely be in 
excess of 15% slope. The Forest Service’s policy paper on unmanaged motorized recreation 
calls mudbogging and hill climbs “ thoughtless or irresponsible behavior.”   

Recommendations in Relevant Management Plans 

Recommendations relevant to the Travel Management process contained in all existing 
management plans in effect on the Forest must be incorporated into all alternatives.  These 
include: the Travel 2004 Wenatchee-Okanogan Roads Analysis, 1996 Late Successional 
Reserve and Managed Late Successional Area Assessment, Wenatchee National Forest, 
1998 Assessment of Northeastern Cascades Late Successional Reserves, Snoqualmie Pass 

                                                 
99 Dotzenko, A.D., N.T. Papamichos, and D.S. Romine.  1967.  Effect of recreational use on soil and moisture 
conditions in Rocky Mountain National Park.  Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 22:196-7. 
100 http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/ 
101 Burde, J.H., and J.R. Renfro.  1986.  Use impacts on the Appalachian Trail.  Pages 138-143 in R.C. Lucas, 
editor. Proc. National wilderness research conference: current research.  USDA Forest Service, Intermountain 
Research Station, General Technical Report INT-212, Ogden, UT, USA. 
102 33 USC § 1329 
103 Washington©s Water Quality Management Plan to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution – FINAL. June 2005.  
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0510027.pdf 
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Adaptive Management Area Plan, all watershed analysis, and all wildlife recovery plans 
pertinent to species utilizing this forest (i.e. lynx, grizzly bear, spotted owl). 

VI I . Conclusion 

We look forward to working with you and your interdisciplinary travel management team to 
develop alternatives in more detail.  We will continue to meet with recreation planners on 
the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest to discuss the issues outlined here.  Thank you for 
taking the time to consider our comments. 

Sincerely, 

 
 
John Chelminiak 
Director, North Cascades Initiative 
The Wilderness Society 
 
 
 
Cc:  Mary Wagner, Regional Forester, Region 6 

Susan Sater, Wilderness, Region 6 
Becki Heath, Forest Supervisor, Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
Mary Bean, Recreation Program Manager, Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
Roland Giller, Public Affairs Officer, Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
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Appendix A: Best Management Practices for Off-Road Vehicle Use on Forest Lands: A 
Guide for Designating and Managing Off-Road Vehicle Routes. This is attached as a pdf 
and can also be found at: http://www.wildlandscpr.org/files/ORV_BMP_2008.pdf 
 
Appendix B.  Sample spreadsheet – Criteria for Putative System Routes 
Excel file is attached. 
 
Appendix C: TWS Comment letter on Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Forest Plan 
Revision, October 28, 2008.  Pdf file is attached.   
 
Appendix D: Analysis pyramid pulled from proposed FSM 7700 - TRAVEL 
MANAGEMENT; CHAPTER 7710 – TRAVEL PLANNING . See below. 
 
 

 

 
 


